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o ABSTRACT 

An analysis illustrating the direct and indirect role 
o£ government policy in generating employment begins by documenting 
the level and composition of government spending over the last 50 
years. In 1929, federal, state, and local expenditures amounted to 10 
percent of the Gross National Product (GNP); by 1980, government 
expenditures represented one-third of the GNP. The next section 
examines the employment generated by different types of government 
spending in 1980 — the number of jobs, the types of jobs, and the 
types .of workers who held these jobs. Government spending generated 
34 percent of all civilian employment in 1980. More than 40 percent 
of the jobs in the public sector , vfere high-level professional and • 
managerial jobs, compared . to 25 percent of the jobs' in the private 
sector. The public sector generated more than one-third of all 
-high-level jobs for women in 1980 — over 50 percent for black women. 
The last section of the analysis discusses the consequences of 
shifting government spending from one Category to another. An 
increase in defense spending will create jobs in aircraft, ordnapce, 
and other manufacturing industries. A reduction in federal nondefense 
spending or in state and docal purchases will reduce employment 
opportunities for college graduates, women, and minorities more than 
for other groups of workers. (MLF ) 
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Abstract 



This paper estimates the level and composition of employment generated 
° from government spending in 1980, Expenditures from the federal, state, 
and local levels of government represented one-third of the Gross 
National Product in 1980. Government spending generated 16 million jobs 
in the public sector and another 16 million jobs in the private sector 
through purchases and ^transfer programs. Altogether, government 
spending generated 34 percent of all civilian employment in 1980. 
Women, minorities, and college graduates have benefited particularly 
from the growth of government spending. Government expenditures in 1980 
generated 60 percent of all professional and managerial jobs held by 
women and 50 percent of all jobs held by college graduates. 
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Unemployment remains one of our country's most pressing economic 
problems. By the end of 1982) 12 million Americans were out of work or 
almost 11 percent of the labor force (U.S. President 1983, p. 198). 
Unemployment has reached the highest levels since the Great Depression. 
While the current economic recession has contributed to this high level 
of unemployment , some government economises believe that much of the 
current unemployment arises ffora frictional and structural factors (U.S. 
Congressional Budget Office 1983). Further, recent; government 
projections suggest that unemployment levels gill remain high at least 
over the next five years even with sustained economic growth (U.S. 
President 1983, p„ 144; U.S. Congressional Budget Office 1983a, p. 7). 
Clearly one of the most pressing economic policy questions concerns how 
to generate more jobs in the economy. ■ , 

Many economists and government officials believe that the private 
sector is the most important arena for generating jobs. Government 
should primarily aid employment growth indirectly, by stimulating 
economic growth in the private sector of the economy. To achieve this, 
President Reagan has cut taxes, which has increased disposable income, 
reduced government regulations, and cut at least some types of 
'government spending. Although the President has been unable to actually 
reduce total government spending- at the federal level, he has at least 
attempted to curtail its growth. 

While ^hese policies may help to revitalize the private sector of 
the economy, they ignore'the direct role the government plays in 
creating jobs--in the private as we 11 as the public sectors of the 
economy. The importance of the'public sector as a source of jobs has 
received considerable attention. The proportion of the labor force 
employed in the local, state, and federal level3^of the public sector, 
grew rapidly between the early 1950s and the mid 1970s — from 13 percent 
of nonfarm employment in 1950 to over 19. percent of nonfarm employment 
in 1975. Since 1975 the proportion has declined slightly, reaching 18 
percent /in 1980 (Tucker 1981, p. 20). 
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The public sector not only employs a significant portion of the 
work force, but the type of employment it provides and who it employs 
differ markedly from the private sector. A higher proportion of the 
jobs in the public sector are in professional and managerial areas 
compared to the private sector. Wage* also appear to be higher in the 
public sector, although during rhe late 1970s this premium eroded %a 
public budgets contained pay increases for government workers (Smith 
1977 ; Rumberger 1983). Public employees enjoy greater fringe benefits 
and job security as well (Quinn 1979; Long 1982). Finally, the public 
sector has served as an important source of jobs 'for women and 
minorities (Brown and Erie 1981; Rumberger 1983). 

In addition to generating pub 1 ic sector employment, government 
spending creates jobs in the private sector of the economy, both through 
direct purchases of goods and services and through personal consumption 
financed by unemployment, social security, and other social programs 
that provide transfer payments to individuals. This aspect of 
government-generated 'employment has received very little attention, 
.although it creates^ a significant portion of the jobs in the private 
sector. Gov^rument purchases of goods and services alone generated 8 
million jobs in the economy in 1980, almost 10 percent of, private sector 
employment (U.S. President 1982, Table G-5). Sonra industries benefit 
more than others from government purchases. For example, "over 30 
percent o f /emp lo?ment in the construction industry in 1976«was due to 
government purchase's, particularly by state and local governments 
(Thurow 1980, Table 4). The differential- employment impact of .different 
categories of government purchases have also been investigated. Some 
analysts claim that defense spending generates fewer jobs than 
nondefense purchases, while others dispute fcW&SP. claims (Employment 
Research Associates 1982; U.S. Congressional Budget Office 1983b). But 
little is known about the types of jobs generated from government 
purchases or the workers who hold those jobs. 

Still less is known. about the. emp loynuy^ impact of transfer 
payments. Transfer payments finance personal consumption, but since 
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these payments often go to persons with low-incomes, their impact 
differs from other personal" consumption. Many of these purchases are 
spent on basic necessities 1 — food, clothing, shelter, and health "care. 
Government social programs, including transfer payments, support a large 
portion of- the service industry, especially in the medical and 

T 4 b 

educational arenas (Ginzberg 1976). These industries have provided a 
large number of jobs for women (Brown and Erie 1981, 1932). But again 
little is known about the type of jobs generated from government 
transfer programs. 

This paper estimates the employment impact government spending 
in ttft^orivate as well as the public sectors of the econpmy. The next 
spcti<Hi documents the level and composition of government spending over 
the last fifty years and analyzes the impact of government purchases on 
different industries in the private sector. The following section 
examines tVe_ employment generated by different types of government 
spending in 1980 — the number of jobs, the types of. jobs, and the types 
of workers whohold those jobs. t-The last section discusses the 
consequences of shifting government spending from one category to 
another. 

... * 
The Growth and Distribution of Government Spending 

Over the last" 50 years government expenditures have grown 
tremendously, both in current dollars and as a portion of total economic 
demand. In 1929, federal, state, and local expenditures amounted to $10 
billion or 10 petcent of the Gross National Product (Ta ble 1). By 1980 
government expenditures exceeded $800 billion, representing one-third of 
the Gross National Product. Expenditures increased at both the federal 
and regional levels during this period. Federal spending increased most 
rap'idly in the 1930s because of New Deal programs, while state and loaal 
spending increased most rapidly during the 1960s due to the rapid 
expansion of educatiot snd other .social 3ervices. 

Not only has the level of government spending increased over the 
last fifty years, but its cotaposition has changed as well. During most 
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of this period, roughly 50 percent of the federal budget , was used to 
purchase goods and services, with half of this amount used to compensate 
government employees and the other half used to purchase goods and 
services in the private" sec tor (Table 2). By 1980, however," Qnly 
one- third of the federal budget was used to purchase goods and services. 
The remainder was us'ed to fund transfer payments to individuals, 
gran.tsr in-aid to state and local governments, >and other activities, 
including paying off the federal debt. Transfer payments^have captured 
an increasing share of the federal budget since 1960 and now comprise 
over <K) percent of federal expenditures. Grants to state and local 
governments also increased over this period. - \. 

Almost all state and Leal expenditures are used to purchase gaods 
and services. Oyer 50 percent of atate and local expenditures were used 
to compensate government employees in 1980 and another 42 percent were 
used to purchase goods and services in the private se <:or, -The 
remainder- was used for. transfer payments, with other activities 
(primarily surpluses from government enterprises) contributing a net 
income. The composition of spending by state and local governments has* 
remained quite., similar over the last 50 years. 

Government purchases of goods ancP services in the private sec tor 
support a substantial portion of the private economy.* Purchases in 1980 
by all levels of government exceeded $265 billion (U,S; Bureau of 
Economic Analysis 1982, Table 3.7B). The pattern of this spending on 
the industrial sectors of the economy differs markedly from other 
private spending, The^patterns of spending within government also vary 
by activity and level. 

The patterns of private and government spending by industrial 
sectprs can be ascertained from the Input-Output (i-p) tables of the 
U,S. economy. These tables, which are prepared about every five years 
by the U,S, Bureau of Economic Analysis, show the sources of final 
.demand for the output of the U.S. economy. These sources are: sales to 
consumers, 0 sales t to business for investment, net sales to foreigners 
(net exports), and sales to government (Ritz 1979, p. 35). Their sum 



equals. Gross National Product (GNP). The 1-0 tables also Show the gross 
output of each industry, consisting of sales to other producers a& well 
as final demand,, which can be used to sftbw the direct and indirect 
effects of changes in demand" (Ritz 1979, p. 37). 

Table 3 shows the patterns of private and government spending on k 
goods and services within major industries of the private sector as well 
as a selected -number of more detailed industries—ordinance, aircraft,' 
business services, and medical, educational, nonprofit services* 
Government purchased are broken down by federal_^ov_ernment, both defense 
and nondefense, and by e£ate and local government* These patterns are 
based on tjie 197 2 1-0 tables, which are the latest figures currently 
available (Young and Ritz, 1979). 1 In addition, "thte table sljows the - 
impact of transfer payments to individuals, which is actually a 
^component of private spending although *it ia. financed by government. 
This pattern is ascertained from detailed 1963. 1-O tables, althoughthe 
patterns a t pear similar to patterns based on* lesfc detailed information 
for 1972 (Stern 1975). 

The f igur e s jt e a vea 1 the differential impact of private and 
government spending. Federal defense and nondefense' purchases are much 
more concentrated in manufacturing industries than either private or 
state and local government purchases. Federal nondefense and state and 
local purchases arg more concentrated in service industries than other 
purchases. Transfer payments are* concentrated in only a fe* T industries 
since they are used; primarily to purchases basic necesaities—food, 
clothing, shelter, and medical services. 

Not only are government purchases concentrated on different 
industries than private spending generally, some industries depend on 
government purchases for a significant portion of their product. 

Defense purchases accounted for 75 percent of total final demand for 

i ■ 

the ordnance industry in 19/2, while 50 percent of total final demand 
for the aircraft industry originated from government purchases. The 
construction industry depended heavily on government purchases as well, 
especially from state and local government. Service industries also 
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benefited from g-overnment spending. Overall*, 20 perc^rt of all 
purchases i,n the private s.ector of the economy originated from 
government spending. . . <• " 

Employment Generated by Government Spending - { ^ 

Government spending generates employment in the private and public 
sectors af the economy. The .level<and< composition of chis impact was 
estimated for the economy in 1980 using spending information, from the 
19 72.1-0 tables and employment information calculated from the March 
1980 Current Population Survey, Althou-: the distribution of government 
purchases was based on ,1972 1-0 data ,^63 data for>ransfer spending), 
the level of spending within each category was.updated to 1980 using 
data from the National Income and Product Accounts (U.S. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis 1982, Table 3.7B). Estimates were updated to 1980 
rather than using 1972 information in order to capture the increases in ° 
government s pending -(especially for transfer programs) that took place 
over that pe-riod. "In other words, the employment impact of government 
spending increased substantially between 1972 and 1980 because of the 
growth in government budgets, especially entiElemeTtit programs. 

This information ^as used to„estlmate the types of jobs generated 
from government spending as well as the amount of employment. Instead 
of using Census occupation categories to differentiate among;jobs, 
detailed Census occupation codes were grouped into three occupational 
levels: high, middle, ° $nd low.^ High-level jobs, which cover most 
professional and managerial 'occupations, offer the highest s*4arie* and 
carry the most decisionmaking responsibility; middle-level jobs 
comprise the majority of jobs in the economy; and low-level jobs 
represent 'the least skilled and lowest paid jobs. The. estimated level 0 
and composition of civilian employment generated from government 
spending in 1930 is shown in Table 4. . ■ * ' . ^ 

.* Totai civilian employment equaled 96 million in 19 J ^Q. / T Of that \ 
i total, about 16 million persevere employed in the public sector; 
^another 8 million persons in ,the private sector owed their jobs to 
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government purchases of goods and services; and another $Jmil lion 
workers in the private sector were employed because of personal 
consumption financed through government transfer programs* Altogether, 
moie than 32 million j ob s—repre sen ting 34 percent of all civilian 
employment in the* United States — was* generated from government spending 
in 1980. • . 

The composition of .employment generated from government spending 
differs f roi, the A composition of employment in the private sector 
generally. 'More than 40" percent of the jobs in the public sector are 
Ivigh- level, professional and managerial jobs, compared to bne-quarter- of 
tie jobs in the private sector. Government spending in the private 
sector also creates somewhat more high-level positions than the private 
sector overall. In contrast, government spending generates a- smaller- 
proportion of low-level jobs than private sector spending. Government 
spending overall generated 42 percent of all professional and managerial 
jobs in the U.S. economy in 1980, but only 26 percent of all low-levi£T" 
jobs^ Not only does the government generate a substantial portion of 
the jobs Ln«th£ U.S. economy, it generates an. even greater portion^ of 
the high-level, professional jobs. ■ „ 

Government spending also generates a large portion of the jobs, held 
by college gradi ?t%s On£-thirel qf all college graduatcj were employed 
in the ptf.b.lic 'settor. Jn "I980jTable 5>. , Another 17 percent who were 
employed in the p'rivate sector owed their jobs to government purchases 
and transfer payme^trt^. Altogether* government spending generated 50 
percent of all jobs held by college graduates in 1980. - 
. v The employment generated from government spending benefits some 
race and sex 'groups more than others. A greater proportion of woman 
th in men are employed in the public sector. Black women especially have 
benefited from public sector employment — more than one-quarter held 
government job§. in 1980 compared to 14 percent for. white 7 men and 18 
percent' for, black men. Government spending in th^' private sector 
employs a similar proportion of all groaps. In terms of total 

^ x * „, . - ' ' • " • * • 



* / 

12 



-8- 



4 f. 

employment generated from government spending, black Vomen benefit the 
most while other race and sex. groups benefit more equally. 

Among persons holding professional and managerial jobs, race an4 
sex differences in" the benefits of government s pending are more 
pronounced. The pub 1 ic ' sec tor generated more than one-third of all 
high-level jobs for women in 1980— over fifty, percent for black women. 
The public sector provides the majority of teaching jobs and many health 
jobs, which account for a large proportion of p ro f es s ional and 
managerial employment opportunities for women. The public sector also 
provides a larger proportion of high-level positions for minority males 
than for white males.. In contrast, government spending in the private 
sector generates a larger, proportion of, high-level positions for men 
than for women. 

Similar patterns occur in employment opportunities for college 
graduates. The public sector provided over 40 percent all jobs held by 
white arid Hispanic female college graduates and almost two-thirds of the 
jobs for black female college graduates in 1980. Including employment 
in the private sector, government spending generated over 50 percent of 
all jobs for female college graduates in 1980 and almost three-quarters 
of all the jobs for black female co/lege graduates, Black and Hispanic 
male college graduates also depended more .than white males on employment 
opportunities generated from government spending. 

k ' Assessing the Employment Impact oi Gov ernment Policies 
Government spending generates a sizeable portion of all the jobs in 
the U.S. economy. Some industries and some workers benefit more than 
others from . this impact, however. The construction, industry, some, 
manufacturing industries— especial ly those in . de f ense--and bus iness 
services benefit from government purchases. Wholesale and "retail trade 
and service indus tries— especially in medical and educational areas- 
benefit from individual consumption financed by transfer programs. 
College graduates, minorities, and women benefit more than other workers 
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from the jobs generated by government* spending in the public as well as 
the private sector. 

v Government spending arises from a variety of policies and programs 
enacted at the federal, state, and local level. These activities change 
ovei time, shifting the. composition as well as the level of government 
spending. Between 1980 and 1982, for. example, government expenditures 
increased lk percent and grew from 33 percent of the Gross National 
Product to over 35 percent (U.S. President 1983, Tables B-l, B-75). \ 
Defense spending has captured an increased share of the federal budget, 
lowering the. share for social programs (Waite and Wakefield 1982). How 
will these changes aftect employment? 

Table 6 shows the average number of jobs created in the public and 
private sectors of the economy from each billion dollars of government 
spending and private spending. The private sector impact is 
desegregated by major industries and selected detailed industries. 
Government spending is disaggregated into defense arid nondefense 
categories at the federal level, state and local spending, and transfer 
payments originating from all levels of government. Although the 
figures only show the average number of" jobs generated by each billion 
dollars of government and private spending based on 1980 levels, they do 
suggest the marginal number of jobs created or Iqst from shifting 
spending patterns from one category to another. 

The estimates reveal that most types of government spending 
generate more jobs than private spending. In particular, federal 
nondefense spending and government spending at the state and local level 
generate about. 50,000 civilian jobs per billion dollars while defense 
spending, transfer programs, and private spending each generate about 
30,000 jobs per billion dollars. If military jobs are included in the 
f igures, then the number" of jobs generated by defense spending increases 
to about 46,000. Although the actual figures- differ', the general 
patterns in these estimates are consistent with government estimates 
using other data and techniques (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 1975; 
U.S. Congressional Budget Office 1983b, p. 43). 
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spending (excluding transfer payments) are similar, the location of the 
jobs varies widely. Federal nondefense purchases and state and local 
purchases generate many more jobs in the public sector than other types 
of spending. In contras t, private spending and transfer programs, which 
subsidize private spending, generate more jobs in the private sector. 

Different industries in the private sector benefit from the various 
types of government spending. One billion dollars of federal purchases 
for either defense or nondefense activities generates from 7,000 to 
9,000 jobs in manufacturing, similar to the number of jobs generated 
from private spending. But those jobs are concentrated in different 
manufacturing industries. A billion dollars of defense spending 
generates over 2,000 jobs in the aircraft industry alone. Nondefense 
spending generates more jobs in service industries. Abillion dollars 
spent on transfer programs generates almost 10,000 jobs in service 
industries with over 5,000 of those in medical, educational, and 
nonprofit services. Employment in retail and wholesale trade is almost 
entirely dependent on transfer and other private spending. 

Clearly a shift in spending patterns will affect the number and 
location of jobs in the economy. An increase in defense spending will 
create jobs in* aircraft, ordnance, and other manufacturing industries 
while a cut in transfer programs will e 1 imina te jobs in medical, 
educational, and ^other service industries. An increase in private 
spending at the expense of government spending will cause/a net 
reduction in the number of- jobs in the economy. For example* a $1 
billion reduction in federal nondefense spending coupled with a $1 
billion increase in private spending will decrease employment by 20,000. 

Shifts in spending patterns will also affect the composition of 
jobs in the economy and job opportunities for various t types of workers. 
Si n c e pu b 1 i c~~s e tor "e rap lo ymen t p r ov id e s-mo r e-p r ofe s si ona L emp 1 oyme trt 
opportunities and benefits college graduates, women, and minorities more 
than other groups of workers (Tables 4 and 5), a reduction in federal 
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nondef ense purchases or in state and local purchases will reduce 
employment opportunities for these groups. 

This analysis illustrates the importance of government spending as 
a source of employment in the economy* Yet rarely is this impact 
discussed. In only a few instances, such as public service employment 
programs, do lawmakers consider the" employment impact of government 
spending. But whether 'they discuss it or not, every policy has a direct 
impact on the level and composition of employment in the economy* 

Although private spending generates the majority of jobs in the 
U.S. economy, government spending. plays an important .role as well. At a 
time when unemployment is so high, lawmakers should consider both the 
direct and indirect role of government policy in generating employment* 
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Footnotes 



1 The I -.0 "tables used in these calculations are based on the 85 
2-digi.t industry codes. 1-0 tables based on 3-digit industry codes are 
( also available, but were not used to s ave computational expenses. 
Although the 1-0 tables' are in tegrated with the National Income and 
Product Accounts, the figures for final demand may vary slightly between 
the two systems. For more information, see Young and Ritz (l979) Ki p. !• 
2 The classification of occupations was based on information f rom ,the 
Dictionary ,6f Occupational Titles on the relative skill levels of 
jobs. For more detailed information on this procedure, see Rumberger 
and Carnoy (1980). Although this classification scheme is not the only 
one that could be used to differentiate among occupations, it is highly 
correlated with earnings and other measures of labor market standing. 
?ThLa figure is slightly lower than published figures because: (1) 
published figures are based on annual averages, which for 1980 was about 
2 million more than employment in March, and (2) the present figures 
exclude' about 1 million persons who were working without pay. 
*The estimated employment impact of government purchases in the 
private sector correspond with estimates from the U.S, Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. See U.S. President (1982), Table G-2. 
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- ^ Table 1 
Gross National Product and Government Expenditures, 
Selected Years, 1929-80. 



1929 1940 1950 1960 1970 

Gross National Product ($ billion) • 103.4 100.0 286.5 506.5 992.7 

Government Expenditures ($ billion) 3 10.3 18.4 61.0 136.4 313.4 

Federal < 2.6 10.0 40.8 93.1 204.3 

State and Local 7.8 9.3 22.5 49.8 133.5 



a 10.0 18.4 21.3 26.9 31.6 

2,5 10.0 - 14,2 18.4 20.6 
StotHnd Local 7,5 9,3 7,9 9.8 13.4 



Government Expenditures (% of GNP) 
Federal 



a Federal grants-in-aid to State and local governments are reflected in Federal 
expenditures. Total government expenditures have been adjusted to eliminate 
this duplication. 

Source: O.S. President (1983), Tables B-l and B-75. 
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Table 2 

Government Expenditures by Type, Selected Years, 1929-80 
- . (Percentage Distribution) 





1929 


1940 -- 


1950 


1960 


1970 


1980 


Federal Government 














Goods and Services 


55 


61 


46 


58 


47 


33 


Defense { 
Nondefense 


- 


(22) 
(39) 


(34) 
U.Z; 


(48) 


(36) 


(22) 
fill 


► 

Compensation of En^ployees 
Other 

Transfer of Payments to Persons 
Grants-in-aid to Stace and Local 

Qovertinents 
Other (including debt) 


C33) 
C22) 
27 

14 


(35) 
(26) 
16 

ft 

14 


(26) 
(20) 

27 , 

O 

21 


(23) 
(35) 

, 23 

7 

12 


(22) 
(25) 
30 
12 

11 


(14) 
(19) 
41 

15" 

11 


TOTAL 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


State and Local Government 














Goods' and Services 


95 


87 


88 


93 


93 


95 


* Compensation of Employees 
Other 

Transfer Payment to Persons 
Others 


(45) 
C50) 
3 
2 


C46) 
(41). 

.. 14 
-1 


(45)* 
C43) . 

16 

-4 


(.51) 
042) 
11 
-4 


C53) 
(40) 
11 
-4 


(53) 
(42) 
11 
-6 


TGTAJ- 


100 


100 , 


100 


100 


100 


100 



Sources: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis^ (1981), Tables 3,2, 3,3, 3.7A', 
(1982), Tables 3.2, 3,3, 3.7B; 
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Table 3' 



Private and Government Spending in the Private Sector by Industrial Category, 1972 



Private 



Government Spending 





openQing 


Federal 
Defense Nondefense 


State 
Locul 


Transfer 
Payments 


Total- 
as a % of 
Total Demand 3 


Agriculture 


3.5 


0.1 


-21. i" 


0.6 


3.5 


4.0 


Mining 


1.3 


0.0 


0.2 


0.0 


0.0 


0.3 


Construction 


5.8 


3.6 


14.3 


25.3 


0.2 


29.0 • • 


Manufacturing 


28.6 


53.6 


43.8 


17.6 


18.5 


18.3 


Ordnance • 


( .1) 


( 5.3) 


• ( 4.2) 


( 0.0) 


( 0.0) 


(75.2) 


Aircraft 


( .5) 


(13.8) 


' ( 3.0) 


( 0.0) 


( 0.0) 


(50.2) 


Transportation and . 


6.5 


11.1 


6.8 - 


7.2 


8.5 


25.2 


Utilities 














Wholesale and Retail 


25.9 


3.3 


3.8 


2.4 


31.6 


14.9 


Trade 














Finance, Insurance, ' and 


7.6 


0.1 


7.1 


5.0 


5.5 


14.0 


Real Estate 














Services 


20.8 


2S..3 


45.2 


41.9 


32.3 


30.8 


Business 


( 3.5) 


(18.0) 


- (21.9) 


(24.3) 


( 3.6) 


(49.2j 


Medical, "Educational 


( 9.9) 


( 5.3) 


(19.2) 


a5. 7) 


(18.7) 


(29.8) 


and Nonprofit 












TOTAL ° 


100.0 


100.0 


loo., o: 


100.0 


100.0 


20.6 



Total government spending divided by total demand (GNP) . 

Negative signs indicate that sales by the government exceeded its purchase from 
the private sector. 



c To£als may not add to 100 because of rounding. 

Note: Private spending equals total final demand less government spending. Spending 
by the federal and state and local government-covers ~tfte"purc^ 

services in the private sector. Transfer payments cover private purchases financed 
by transfer programs from all levels of government. 
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Table 4 

Employment Generated from Private and Government Spending by Occupational Level, 1980 

(numbers in millions of workers) 



Private Sector Employment 
Private Spending 

Government Spending 
Federal 
Defense 
Nondef ense 
Stafce and Local ^ 
Transfer Payments 

Public Sector Employment 
Total 



Proportion of Total Employment 
Generated from Government 
Spending 



Occupational Levfel 



High Midd le Lower 



Total 



Number 



Proportion 
High Level a 



20.6 


44.4 


14.9 


79.9 


26 


16.0 


35.1 


12.2 


63.3 


25 


4.6 


9.3 


, 2.7 " 


16.6 


28 


.9 


1.9 * 


.4 


3.2 . 


28 


( .6) 


(1.2) 


( .3) 


C 2.1) 


28 


( .3) 


( .7) 


( .1) 


( 1.1) 


27 


1.4 


2.9 


.6' 


4.9 


29 


2.3 


4.4 


1.7 


8.4 


27 


-6.7 


7.6 


1.6 


15.9 


<;42 


27.3 


51.9 


16.5 


95,8 


29 


42 


33 


26 


34 





Employment in high-level jobs divided by total employment. 
From all levels of government. 

Sources: Calculated from the March 1980 Current Population SurVey (JJ.S, Bureau 
of the Census); Stem' (1975) , Table 9; Young and Ritz C1972) Table 1; and U.S. 
Bursau of Economic Analysis 0.982"), Tables 3.2, 3.3, 'and 3,7B. 
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Table 5 

Proportion of Jobs l:i the Private and Public Sectors Generated by Government Spending, 

by Race, Sex, and Type of Job, 1980 i" 



Males 



Females 



Tllal 



White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic 



All Jobs 

Private Sector 
Public Sector 



31 35 28 36 45 34 

(17.) (17) > (17) (17) (16) (16) 
(14) (18) (11) (19) (29) (18) 



(»>' 



High-level Jobs 
Private Sector 
Public Sector 



36 
(18) 
(18) 



46 
(17) 
(29) 



39 
(17) 
f".2) 



50 
( 15) 
(35) 



68 
(11) 
(57) 



(ii) 

(37) 



<») 
(25) 



Jobs Held by College Graduates 
"Private Sector 
Public Sector 



44 54 48 59 72 - 57 

(19) (15) (17) (15) ( 8) (15) 

(25) (39) (31) (44) • (64) (42) 



50 
(17) 
(33) 



Sources: Calculated from the March 1980 Current Population Survey (U.S. Bureau of the 
Census); Stern (1975), Table 9; Young and Ritz 0-972) , Talbe 1; and U.S. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis (1982), Tables 3.2^ 3.3, and 3.7B, 
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Tabie 6 

\ 

Jobs Generated Per $1 Billion of Governs and Private Spending, . y 
by Industrial Category, 1980 



Government Spending • * \ Private . 

State & Transfer Spending 
Defense 3 Nondefense Local 



Private Sector 


16,300 


16,100 


14,700 


29,600 

0 


r 

\ 29,900 


Agricultural 


0 


-3^400^ 


100 


1,000 


M.ooo 




0 


-1,000 


0 


0 


\400 


Construction 


600 


" 2,300 


3,700 


0 


1,\700 


Manufacturing 


8,700 


7,000 


2,600 


' 5,500 


8,505 

\ 

4 \ 


Ordnance 


900 


700 


0 


0 


0 


- Aircraft 


2,200 


500 


0 


0 


200 


Transportation and Utilities 


1,800 


1,000 


1,000 


2,400 


1,800. 


Wholesale and Retail Trade 


500 


600 


400 


9,300 


7,700 


Finance, Insurance and Real 


0 


1,100 


700 


1,600 


2,300 


- Estate 












Services 


4,600 


7.300 


6,200 . 


9,600 


6,200 


Business 


2,900 


3,500 


3,600 


1,000 


1,000 


Medical, Educational, 


. 900 


3,100 


2,300 


5,500 - 


3,000 


and Nonprofit 




i .7" 








Public Sector 


13,700 


35,000 


35,000 . 






Total 


30,000 


51,100, 


4gr,7oo 


29,500 


29,800 

4 



a Each $1 billion of defense spending also generates 15,900 military jobs. 



b Negative signs indicate that sales by the government exceeded its purchases from 
the private sector. 

Note: Numbers are rounded to nearest 100. 

Sources: Calculated from the March 1980 Current Population Survey (JJ.S. Bureau 
of the Census); Stern (1975), Table 9; Young and ^Ritz (.1972), Table 1; and U.S. 
Bureau of Economic Analysis (1982), Tables 3.2, 3.3, and 3.7B. 
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